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When the fields to which inventions are directed are dissimilar, it is black letter 
law that the application is not anticipated by issued patent. Instead, it is incumbent upon 
the examiner to show that the applicant's invention is obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art, by providing an additional reference that provides a basis for one to combine it and 
the dissimilar art (i.e.^ the patented technology) in order to make obvious the applicant's 
invention. Since the examiner has failed to provide a basis for utilizing art from a dissimilar 
field to reject applicant's claims, the rejection of claims 1-3 pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) 
must be withdrawn. 

Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Carlson et al 
(hereinafter "Carlson" ) US Patent Application No. 2002/00219176. Carlson is directed 
to a system used "in conjunction with a data collection device capable of scanning and 
storing UPC bar codes" [0008]. Conversely, applicant's electronic inventory locator 
eliminates the use of bar coded tags [lines 11-15]. Therefore, the Carlson invention is 
well-known prior art disclosed by applicant and is not part of applicant's invention. Instead 
of the bar codes, applicant's invention uses RF devices to collect and store data. Since 
Carlson's and applicant's inventory control systems are based on totally different systems, 
Carlson does not anticipate applicant's invention and the rejection of claim 4 pursuant to 
35 U.S.C. § 102(e) must be rescinded. 

In view of the above amendment, applicant believes the pending application is in 
condition for allowance. 
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